BLACK, G rcuit Judge, specially concurring:

Al though | agree with the majority opinion, I would confine
the discussion to those |egal concepts directly inplicated by the
instant facts. The legal principles that control this dispute are
famliar and do not require extended explication. Under the

McDonnel | Dougl as framework, a presunption of discrimnation arises

if a Title VIl plaintiff succeeds in establishing a prima facie

case. Texas Dep't of Community Affairs v. Burdine, 450 U S. 248,

254, 101 S. C. 1089, 1094 (1981). The defendant may rebut the
presunption by articulating a legitimte, nondi scrimnatory reason
for the chal |l enged enpl oynent decision. 1d. at 254-55, 101 S. O
at 1094-95. At that point, the presunption disappears fromthe
case, leaving the plaintiff with the ultimte burden of convincing
the factfinder that a discrimnatory reason nore |ikely than not
noti vated the enpl oynent action. [1d. at 256, 101 S. C. at 1095.
The plaintiff may shoulder this burden either directly by
persuadi ng the factfinder that a discrimnatory reason notivated
t he enpl oyer or indirectly by show ng that the enpl oyer's proffered
explanation is unworthy of credence. |1d.

The majority opinion properly applied these fundanental
principles when it determned that Conbs failed to adduce
sufficient evidence to w thstand Meadowcraft's notions for judgnment
as a matter of law. The evidence offered by Conbs woul d not permt
a reasonable trier of fact to find either that a discrimnatory
reason not i vat ed Meadowcr af t or t hat t he | egitimate,
nondi scrim natory reasons proffered were not worthy of belief.

Undi sput ed evi dence establ i shed t hat Wal ker had superi or nmanageri al



experi ence, and Conbs offered no evidence tending to underm ne the

veracity of Meadowcraft's clained reliance on this factor.



